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THE LIBRARY.
THE * HAMLET' TRANSCRIPT, 1593.
UR bibliographical comparison of the
three ' Hamlet' texts has enabled us to
expose the pirate in Q 1 and to discover
the existence of an early Shakespearian
manuscript behind that edition. We
have caught glimpses of this * Hamlet' manuscript,
but it is obviously unsafe to pronounce definitely
upon its condition, until we know more about the
origin and nature of the medium through which
alone we can see it. We are peering through a
glass darkly; how are we to distinguish flaws in
the glass from defects in the treasure it reveals ?
The principal copy for • Hamlet' Q 1 was some
kind of reproduction of the * Hamlet' manuscript
—a tertium quid. The problem of the tertium quid
must be solved before we can advance a step
further.
One thing is certain. The link between Shake-
speare's manuscript and the 1603 text must have
been itself in manuscript. It is conceivable that
Voltemar had a printed book to go upon for his
edition. But even if we could prove that a hundred
editions of 'Hamlet,' preceded that of 1603, they
would not help us. Since the parent manuscript
reached the printer's hands in 1604, it cannot have
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218 T H E ' H A M L E T ' TRANSCRIPT, 1593.
been used as ' copy' at any previous stage of its
development; for all our bibliographical experience
tends to show that when once 'copy' had passed
through the ink-stained hands of an Elizabethan
printer, the author saw it no more. The tertium
quid for which we are seeking was, therefore, a
transcript; and, this being so, it only remains to
discover the purpose for which this transcript was
made, in order to determine its character. One
can of course imagine several alternatives. The
pirate himself, for example, might have transcribed
the original manuscript for the printer.
The hypothesis, however, which I shall ask the
reader to accept is that our intermediary was a
shortened copy of Shakespeare's partially revised
manuscript made for a touring company. Satis-
factorily to establish this thesis we need more
evidence than we have yet brought to bear upon
the problem, and if possible external evidence.
Fortunately we have such evidence in * Der Bestrafte
Brudermord,' the fourth ' Hamlet' text, to which
reference has not yet been made. This German
* Hamlet,' as I hope to prove at a later stage, was
undoubtedly derived from the parent English manu-
script before Shakespeare had begun that revision
to which Q 1 bears witness. For our immediate
purpose, however, it is enough to refer to the
general consensus of critical opinion, best summarised
in the cautious words of the Cambridge editors:
' It is probable that the German text even in its
present diluted form may contain something of the
older English play upon which Shakespeare worked.
. . . It does not appear that the German playwright
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THE/HAMLET* TRANSCRIPT, 1593. 219
made use of Shakespeare's * Hamlet,' or even of the
play as represented in Q 1.. The theory that it
may be derived from a still earlier source is there-
fore not improbable.' •
I. SHORTENING.
THE clue to the character of the tertium quid was
first put into my hands by Mr. A. W. Pollard, who,
after reading through a draft of the article which
precedes this, was good enough to test its conclusions
by making an independent comparison of the Q 1
and Q 2 texts on his own account. He rose from this
examination with the conviction that the principal
copy for the 1603 * Hamlet' was a text shortened
for provincial performance. The suggestion dis-
turbed me at first, since it introduced a new
complication into an already sufficiently complicated
problem. I became more reconciled to it when I
found that it served to explain all kinds of strange
points in Q 1 which we can hardly attribute to
Voltemar and should be reluctant to attribute
to Shakespeare. But what finally converted me
was the evidence of the * Brudermord.' Dramatic
material which is missing in Q 1 is to be found
both in the * Brudermord' and in the final 'Hamlet';
and yet Q 1 stands between them. There are
many of these ' overlinks,' as we may call them,
and they afford indisputable testimony to the
presence of dramatic shortening in the Q 1 text.
Three instances may here be quoted: (i) A Francisco
•'Variorum Hamlet,' ii, p. 117. The passages from the
Brudermord' here quoted are taken from -the Variorum translation.
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appears in the Ghost-scenes of the ' Brudermord'
and the final' Hamlet.' The name is not found in
Q 1. (ii) The King's speech at the end of the
Nunnery scene, which holds f^he same position in
the 'Brudermord' as it does in Q 1, is thus given
in the latter text:
Loue ? No, no, that's not the cause
Some deeper thing it is that troubles him.
In the * Brudermord' it runs:
Corambus. leave us. When we have need of you we
will send for you. (Exit Corambus.) We have seen this
madness and raving of the Prince's with great astonish-
ment. But it seems to us that it is not genuine madness,
but rather a simulated madness. We must contrive to
have him removed from here, if not from life; otherwise
some harm may come of it.
The exit of Corambus points to an early version,
but the ' Brudermord' clearly goes back to a
text containing material, absent from Q 1, which
was used by Shakespeare in his final 'Hamlet.'1
(iii) As the Court enters in the Play-scene, Hamlet
says to Horatio, in the complete drama,' They are
coming to the play. I must be idle. Get you a
place.' This speech is abbreviated to ' Harke, they
1
 In Q 2 (III, i, 170 sqq.) Claudius begins his speech to Polonius:
Loue, his affe&ions doe not that way tend,
Nor what he spake, though it lackt forme a little,
Was not like madness, there's something in his soule
Ore which his melancholy sits on brood,
And I doe doubt, the hatch and the disclose
Will be some danger; which for to prevent
I haue in quick determination
Thus set it downe : he shall with speeue to England, . . .
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come' in Q 1. The ' idle ' (i.e. crazy) motive is,
however, present in the ' Brudermord,' which
makes Hamlet say ' Observe everything closely, for
I shall dissemble.' Now, though Voltemar might
conceivably excise material from his transcript
when it differed from that he was familiar with in
the 1601 performance, he would be very unlikely
to do so when the two texts were similar. A
piratical scribe, who had somehow got Shake-
speare's manuscript into his possession for a time,
would be even less likely to leave such gaps. The
Q 1 transcript was shortened, and shortened for
acting purposes.
This shortening was at once crude and exceed-
ingly drastic. Q i contains 2,143 lines as against
some 3,719 in Q 2. The latter makes an unusually
long play, and it is probable that the early ' Ham-
let ' manuscript was briefer. But something about
3000 lines seems to have been the normal length
of a drama to which an Elizabethan London
audience was accustomed, and Q 1 is only a little
over two-thirds of this. Q 1, moreover, contains
the pirate's additions, amounting on a rough com-
putation to between 300 and 400 lines, so that the
transcript would be shorter still. No doubt Vol-
temar sacrificed certain passages of the transcript
where he thought he could provide better material
himself, for example, in the case of Horatio's For-
tinbras speech in 1. 1. But the evidence of the
4
 ur-Hamlet' scene in Act IV goes to show that
where he was unable to supply 1601 material he left
the original standing, however different it might
be from the final version. Taking everything
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into consideration, therefore, we shall probably
not go far wrong if we estimate the length of
the transcript as between 1,500 and 2,000 lines.
In other words, it was probably one-half to two-
thirds of the manuscript from which it was copied.
Abbreviation of this drastic character would
involve not only long 'cuts,'but a large number of
little ones. Any line, or couple of lines, which
could be dispensed with, without obscuring the
main afrion of the play, would be cheerfully thrown
overboard; the sense of the immediate context
was of minor importance. There are a quantity
of little excisions of this kind in the Q 1 text. We
find no less than three, for example, in the1 famous
advice to Laertes in 1.3, which, it may be observed,
is fenced off from all suspicion of Voltemar's
botching by the inverted commas, derived direftly
as we saw in the former article from the original
manuscript. This is how the abbreviator saves a
pair of lines:
And these1 few precepts in thy memory.
* Be thou familiar, but by no means vulgare.
The ' c u t ' is crude enough, but it might perhaps
pass in a London theatre, if Shakespeare happened
to be absent at the time of the performance. At
the other end of the scale we have the Pyrrhus
speech in 2. 2. shortened from 30 lines, if we may
take Q 2 as our guide, to 6 lines in Q i . Here
the crudity is far more glaring because the * cut '
reduces Corambis' expostulation as to the length
of the speech to absurdity. A London audience
would hardly have tolerated this. The soliloquies,
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as we have seen cause to think, and as might be
expected, were similarly abbreviated, all except
the Hecuba soliloquy, most of which it was neces-
sary to retain for the sake of the story. At the
beginning of this last, however, there is one * cut '
which introduces us to another side of the business.
The first three lines runs as follows:
Why what a dunghill idiote slaue am I ?
Why these Players here draw water from eyes:
For Hecuba, why what is Hecuba to him, or he to
Hecuba?
Ten lines are reduced to three; but as the miser-
able second line shows, it has been found necessary
to apply a piece of plaster to cover the rent. In
other words we have to reckon not only with
shortening, but also with adaptation.
And there is a third point to be borne in mind.
If, as'I think the reader will by now be prepared
to agree, the wholesale and clumsy nature of this
shortening points unmistakably to provincial stand-
ards, we should expect to find the excision not
only of lines but also of speaking parts, since tour-
ing companies were normally smaller in number
than those a London theatre could support, and
costumes would be fewer. Now this is precisely
what we do find. In the previous article we have
seen reason to think that before Voltemar began
to make his additions, the transcript contained no
Fortinbras, no Danish Ambassadors, and probably
no Barnardo. There are indications also that the
actors who took Rossencraft and Gilderstone, to
use the Q 1 nomenclature, were expected to play
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Duke and Murderer in the play-scene, a thing or
course impossible in the F 1 text. It would be
easy indeed to effect stjjl further economy of man-
power by a little manipulation when the players'
parts were made out. Taking the Q 1 text, with-
out the Voltemar additions, as the basis, I estimate
that the play could be performed by six or seven
men and two boys, while to perform the F 1 text
properly at least ten men and two or three boys
would be required.
But ..how would such an adting-copy for the
provinces be made? First we may suppose the
stage-adapter ran through the original manuscript,
marking passages for omission. Next the manu-
script was handed to a scrivener, or some member
of the company told off to do the quill-driving,
and the transcript was prepared. The stage-adapter
then read through the completed transcript in
order to patch up the most obvious rents which he
had caused to be made in the text. Lastly, still
further adaptation would be possible in the players'
parts, though this need not concern us here.
II. PIRATE AND STAGE-ADAPTER.
THE theory that the chief copy for Q 1 was a
shortened transcript of the early ' Hamlet' manu-
script satisfactorily solves our tertium quid problem;
but it raises new and formidable ones in regard
to the manuscript itself. Q 1 gives us indeed a
wretched piece of glass through which to peer at our
treasure-trove. The ' cuts ' obscure almost half of
i t ; there are the dirty marks of the pirate's fingers-;
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there is the clumsily-applied plaster of the adapter;
lastly, there are copyist's errors as well as com-
positor's misprints to deal with. At first sight it
would seem almost hopeless to attempt to differ-
entiate between these various agencies of corrup-
tion. Yet it is at least some gain to know exactly
the difficulties with which we have to cope; and,
if we can succeed in laying down certain general
rules of procedure, we need not entirely despair.,
Now in the first place it is useless, and indeed
unnecessary, to try to distinguish between the
errors of copyist and compositor; they must be
lumped together under the head of 'misprints';
and they will not create serious difficulties for
those who have studied the misprints in the Good
Quartos. In the second place, when we have
determined the parts which the pirate played, as
we have already done in a general way for Vol-
temar, we can at least point to certain scenes as
likely to be free from his influence. In the third
place we should be surprised to find the adapter's
hand except in close connexion with the c cuts ' ;
he is not likely to tamper with the rest of the text.
Lastly, it must be remembered that pirate and
stage-adapter were_ actuated by entirely different
motives. The latter's main object was to cut down
the play. He would therefore be as economical
with his plaster as possible. Moreover, he would
do his best to make a clean join. Especially would
he be careful not to disturb the verse more than he
could help; since verse in the Elizabethan theatre
was far more than a mere ornament, it was an in-
valuable aid to memory, and as such a business
15'
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asset to an acting company. His 'verse' is often
sorry stuff enough, as the second line of the Hecuba
soliloquy indicates. But he worked with the
original manuscript in front of him, and he at any
rate gets the verse-lining correct. The pirate, on
the other hand, is engaged infilling out the shortened
transcript for the press. His chief object is to
provide copy, to undo the shortener's work, to
restore as best he can the excised passages. He
has, however, nothing but his memory of what has
been said and done on the stage to guide him ; and
when we have transpositions of small pieces of
material from one scene to another, we can feel
almost certain that it is he and not the adapter
who is patching a rent in the text. He has too
no ear for verse whatsoever, and, unless the clauses
in the passage he reports happen by coincidence to
fall naturally into blank-verse lengths, he is quite
incapable of correct verse-division. There is, how-
ever, one important exception to this. Occasionally,
only once I think in ' Hamlet' Q 1, he is able to
supply the printer with a copy of his 'part,' in
which case of course the verse-lining will be correct.
' Part '-copy of this kind is generally not difficult to
detect. Close correspondence with the punctua-
tion, readings and, to some extent, the spelling and
capital letters of the authoritative acting version
arouses our suspicions. Lateness of style increases
them. Obvious botching of all other parts in the
same piece 01 dialogue confirms them, especially
if the cue-lines, i.e. those which immediately
precede the pirate's speeches are like them perfect.
But there is another complication yet to be con-
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sidered, Shakespeare in his capacity of reviser. A
gap in the transcript, when compared with the
final text, may be due not to a * cut ' but to later
addition on Shakespeare's part. Take the gap
between 86 and 92 in 1. 2, which Voltemar has
filled up with his rubbish, as shown in my first
article (p. 173). Is it a question of ' cu t ' or
addition ? All we can say is that there is nothing
in the Q 2 lines that fit into this particular socket
which forbids us to suppose that they were present
in the early manuscript also. And if it is some-
times difficult to detect 'cuts' in the Shakespearian
portions of Q 1, it is still more so in regard to the
1
 ur-Hamlet' scenes, since we have nothing with
which to compare them. One principle, neverthe-
less, may be laid down, which should be of some
assistance. However poor the verse of the non-
Shakespearian portions of ' Hamlet' Q 1 may be,
it is verse. The lines flow smoothly, and the
line-division is correct. Where these conditions do
not prevail we have a right to suspect tampering,
though even here the hand may be Shakespeare's
as the marginalia in 1. 2 should warn us.
With these general considerations in mind, we
may now take a few examples in order to show how
they work out in practice. Let us begin with 1. 1.
We know that the pirate is Marcellus, and we are
therefore not surprised to find his lines excellently
given. Yet this, as it happens, is really beside
the point, since the perfection of some of Horatio's
long speeches as well as those of Marcellus indicates
that the basis of the Q 1 text in this scene is not
'part'-copy but transcript-copy, a conclusion which
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is supported by the early style of the speeches in
question. In transcript-copy we look for shorten-
ing, and find it in the absence of Francisco, and in
the patent marks of the pirate at the beginning
of the scene. It is of course impossible to tell
exactly how the stage-adapter managed the opening
dialogue; but if we leave out all those lines which
are open to suspicion of piracy, we get something
which probably approximates to the truncated text.
Thus :
Enter Centinel, Horatio and Marcellm.
Cent. Welcome Horatio, welcome good Marcellus.
Mar. What hath this thing appcar'd againe to night ?
Cent. I haue seene nothing.
Mar. Horatio sayes tis but our fantasie,
And wil not let beliefe take hold of him,
Touching this dreaded sight twice seene by vs,
Therefore I haue intreated him a long
That if againe this apparition come,
He may approoue our eyes, and speak to it.
Hor. Tut, t'will not appeare.
Enter Ghost
Mar. Breake off your talke, see where it comes againe.
Cent. In the same figure like the King that's dead.
Mar. Thou art a scholler, speake to it Horatio.
Cent. Lookes it not like the king ?
Hor. Most like, it horrors mee with feare and wonder.
Mar. It is offended. exit Ghost
Cent. How now Horatio, you tremble and looke pale,
Is not this something more than fantasie?
What thinke you on't?
Mar. Is it not like the King?
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This saves 40 lines (on the Q 2 account), dispenses
with a character (Francsico), makes no mention of
Barnardo, who was certainly absent in the later
scenes, and preserves all the lines of Q 1 which con-
tain Shakespearian misprints, spellings and abbre-
viations. For the rest of the scene we are on surer
ground. Lines 54-75 (Q1) arc undoubted transcript-
material, which has been slighty touched up in the
Q 2 text. Next, we have the Fortinbras speech,
which is Voltemar botch. But there must have
been some answer to Marcellus' question in the
transcript, if the dialogue was to have any sense at
all. The late style of the corresponding speech in
Q 2 gives us our clue. Shakespeare has revised the
speech in the interval, and revised it so thoroughly
that Voltemar feels obliged to cut the old version
out and replace it by what he remembers of the
new. "From line 95 to the end the Q 1 text is
nearly all derived from the transcript, with the
exception of a little of Voltemar's. botching between
the entry of the Ghost and the scuffle that takes
place at its exit, botching which points to tran-
script-cuts. But why should the last 28 lines be
left unabbreviated? They are beautiful, but they
serve no obvious dramatic purpose. They were, I
think, allowed to remain because of their theatrical
utility; they form in short a screen behind which
Master Ghost is changing for some other rdle in
the next scene.
The Pyrrhus speech in 2. 2, perhaps the most
complicated problem in the whole text, may be
taken as our other example. We will limit ourselves
to a consideration of lines 147-79, here printed in
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a footnote from Q 1, to enable the reader to follow
the argument.1 All five fadtors of confusion,—
scrivener's errors, abbreviation, adaptation, piracy,
and author's revision—are to be found within the
limits of these 33 lines. The first ten are full of
gross misprints, due probably to the copyist; at
1
 The rugged Firms, he whose sable armes,
Blacke as his purpose did the night resemble,
When he lay couched in the ominous horse,
Hath now his blacke and grimme complexion smeered 150
With Heraldry more dismall, head to foote,
Now is he totall guise, horridely tricked
With blood of fathers, mothers, daughters, sonnes,
Back't and imparched in calagulate gore,
Rifted in earth, and fire, olde grandsire Pryam seekes: 155
So goe on (accent.
Cor. Afore God, my Lord, well spoke, and with good
Play. Anone he finds him striking too short at Greeks,
His antike sword rebellious to his Arme,
Lies where it falles, vnable to resist. 160
Pyrrus and Pryam driues, but all in rage,
Strikes wide, but with the whiffe and winde
Of his fell sword, th' unncrued father falles.
Car. Enough my friend, t'is too long.
Ham. It shall to the Barbers with your beard: 165
A pox, hee's for a Iigge, or a tale of bawdry,
Or else he sleepes, come on to Hecuba, come.
Play. But who, O who had seene the mobled Queene ?
Cor. Mobled Queene is good, faith very good.
Play. All in the alarum and feare of death rose up, 170
And o're her weake and all ore-teeming loynes, a blancket
And a kercher on that head, when late the diademe stoode,
Who this had seene with tongue inuenom'd speech,
Would treason haue pronounced,
For if the gods themselues had seene her then, 175
When she saw Pirrtu with malitious strokes,
Mincing her husbandes limbs,
It would haue made milch the burning eyes of heauen,
And passion in the gods.
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any rate all of them can I think be accounted for as
careless misreadings of a manuscript written in an
English hand. The lines, again, are three short of the
Q 2 version which looks as though the adapter has
been up to his tricks. This impression is confirmed
by the evidence of careful, though at the same time
crude, alteration. The verse flows, which puts
Voltemar's memory out of the question; Hamlet is
speaking, which puts Voltemar's ' part' out of the
question; the rearrangement and omission has im-
paired the sense of the passage, which puts Shake-
spearian revision in Q 2 out of the question. It is
transcript material. Hamlet stops, and the Player
takes the speech over. Here in Q1 we get only six
lines, as against 30 in Q2, before Corambis-Polonius
interrupts. The * cut' is the most obvious one in
the whole text. The Pyrrhus torso in Q 1, how-
ever, is not made of quite the same material as the
complete Pyrrhus of Q 2, since we have the words
' vnable to resist' instead of the more vigorous
' repugnant to command.' There appears to be no
reason why the adapter should make this change,
so that we are thrown back upon Shakespearian
revision for an explanation. In other words the
original Pyrrhus speech was different from the
version with which we are now familiar. This
clue is useful as helping us to understand lines 170-
79. Hitherto the verse-lining has been correct,
and the sense tolerably good; but when the Player
gets to Hecuba everything suddenly goes to pieces.
The sense vanishes, the verse disappears, and we
have errors like * speech' for ' steept' which are due
to mishearing not misreading. What has happened ?
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Voltemar was on the stage in this scene; he has
let the other lines pass by as good enough for his
purpose; but when he comes to Hecuba he botches,
and botches badly. He is not filling a ' cut,' for
the subsequent dialogue and the Hecuba soliloquy
prove that the transcript had a Hecuba speech of
some kind. But it was so different from Voltemar's
memory of the 1601 version, that he feels compelled
to try his hand upon it.
If the reader has followed the argument with
general assent up to the present point, he will, I
hope, be ready to agree that the attempt to dis-
tinguish between the various factors of the tangled
textual situation which Q 1 presents is not entirely
hopeless. We have at least certain main principles
to guide us. It would probably be dangerous if
not impossible to state them more definitely than
has been done above. We cannot say 'This and
this invariably denote piracy, this and this adapta-
tion, that and that Shakespearian revision.' Every
passage must be carefully scrutinized, in the light
of our principles, and judged on its merits. In
other words, a new edition of * Hamlet' Q 1 is
needed; When that edition comes to be made, it
will no doubt be found that many cruxes resolve
themselves into' a balance of possibilities. Too
. often, it is feared, the scales will remain even.
III. PROSE PRINTED IN BLANK-VERSE LENGTHS.
THE specimens quoted in the preceding section are
in verse, and the question of line-division 'is, as we
have seen, of great detective value. Nevertheless
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the principles just illustrated are, with slight modi-
fications, as applicable to the prose as to the verse
in Q 1. This may seem a hard saying, until full
weight be given to a curious peculiarity of our
text, upon which we have not yet commented,
though it is one of great importance. Nearly all
the prose of * Hamlet* Q 1 is printed in lines which
correspond closely with the lengths of blank-verse.
Previous critics have regarded this feature as the
very mark of the pirate beast. But they are wrong,
as is proved by the fa& that it occurs in scenes
which are demonstrably untouched by Voltemar.
Nor, we are positive, can it be attributed to the com-
positor. If there is one lesson to be learnt from a
bibliographical study of the Good Quartos, it is
that compositors had no means of distinguishing
between prose and verse except by line-division in
their copy, and all the evidence of Q 1 shows that
Sims' workman followed his copy with slavish
fidelity in this matter. The copyist also followed
his manuscript meticulously, despite the mis-
readings already noticed, as is clear from the
spellings and inverted commas to which reference
was made in our former article. The conclusion,
therefore, to which we are apparently lead, is that
the business goes back to the original manuscript.
And the deduction is supported by the fa£t that
the peculiarity is to be found in texts seemingly
innocent of any suspicion of piracy or stage-
adaptation whatsoever. The only prose in * Richard
III, ' the dialogue between the murderers in 1. 4.
101-65, *s likewise printed in blank-verse lengths
in the 1597 Quarto, while the same is true of all
IX R
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the prose in 'The Taming of a Shrew' (1594).
And if the phenomenon has nothing to do.
with any intermediary, whether compositor, pirate
or copyist, it must belongs to the early ' Hamlet,'
and have its origin in the play-house. Indeed,
we are tempted to suggest that, since it is only
found in a limited number of plays, it was pos-
sibly connected with the practices of a par-
ticular company, or companies, of players,
which for some reason or other liked to have
prose broken up into verse lengths. 'The
Taming of a Shrew' belonged to the Pembroke
men, which makes it possible that they may
have been one such company. But the whole
matter is too obscure to be pursued with advantage
here.
Nevertheless there is the bibliographical facl,
whatever be the meaning of it. In linking
'Hamlet ' with 'Richard I I I ' and 'A Shrew' it
gives us one more clue pointing to an early date
for our partially revised manuscript. It even does
more ; it links 'Hamlet ' Q 1 with two of the other
Bad Quartos, for it is found in ' Henry V ' Q 1 and
' Merry Wives' Q 1 as well. And its textual
significance is very great. Whenever we find
a prose passage which departs seriously from
the normal blank-verse length, we are entitled
to suspeft disturbance of some kind. Full
treatment of the matter must be left to a later
occasion, but we may glance briefly at a couple
of examples.
The botthed ' To be or not to be' is Followed by
this speech:
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Ofel. My Lord, I haue sought opportunitie, which now
I haue, to redeliuer to your worthy handes, a small remem-
brance, such tokens which 1 haue receiued of you.
The lines run right across the forme, and as the
whole thing is a wretched piece of writing, we
naturally suspect Voltemar. The question is, how-
ever, had he any transcript material to go upon ?
The commas guide us to a solution; for if we
detach the two small phrases marked off by
punctuation, we find ourselves with these lines:
My Lord, I haue sought opportunitie,
To redeliuer to your worthy handes,
Such tokens which I haue received of you.
The transcript material was not prose at all, but a
piece of' ur-Hamlet' verse!
The other specimen is more complicated. The
Grave-yard scene opens with the dialogue of the
two Clowns, the last half of which is supplied, as.
we have seen, by our friend Voltcmar. Here then
we have an opportunity of testing pure pirate-copy
in relation to the problem of prose-lining. The
transcript dialogue-, we cannot doubt, ended with
'Goefetch me a stope of drinke,' which is the Second
Grave-digger's dismissal-cue tacked on to the end
of the truncated version. Up to this point the
prose lines run to the length of more or less normal
blank-verse, though there has perhaps been some
slight disturbance owing to the adapter's abbrevia-
tions. Voltemar's addition must be quoted in full.
Goe fetch me a stope of drinke, but before thou
Goestftell me one thing, who buiUfes strongest,
Of a Mason, a Shipwright, or a Carpenter?
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2. Why a Mason, for he buildes all of stone,
And will indure long.
Clowne. That's prety, too't agen, too't agen.
2. Why then a Carpenter, for he buildes the gallowes,
And that brings, many a one to his long home.
Clowne. Prety agen, the gallowes doth well, mary howe
dooes it well ? the gallowes dooes well to them that doe ill,
goe get thee gone:
And if any one aske thee hereafter, say,
A Graue-maker, for the houses he buildes
Last till Doomes-day. Fetch me a stope of beere, goe.
It is a curious typographical arrangement. Except
for the first three lines of the First Clown's final
speech, the lines preserve the blank-verse length,
and each commences with a capital letter. Then
something happens; the lines run right across
the page, and the capitals vanish, until we come
to the fourth line, when there is an abrupt
return to the old arrangement. How are we to
account for all this? Assuming, as I think we
should, that the compositor was as usual follow-
ing his copy, we must look to Voltcmar for an
explanation. And the hypothesis which appears
to fit the facts best is that ' Goe fetch me a
stope of drinke' was the last line on one side of
a folio in the transcript, the next page beginning
' Enter Hamlet and Horatio'; that Voltemar, writ-
ing his addition on the transcript itself, did his
best to imitate the line-arrangement of the rest
of the scene but was forced to depart from it
for lack of space as he got near the foot of the
page; and that the sudden return to the norm
at the end of the addition denotes the point at
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which he continued at the head of the next folio.
This specimen is important for two reasons. It
brings the pirate and the shortened copy into close
connexion, suggesting as it does that he actually
made his additions on the body of the transcript.
It proves also that he recognised the peculiarity of
the prose line-division and attempted to conform
to it. Such conformity would of course be far
more difficult when he was touching up a passage
which occurred in the middle of a folio page, and
we can hardly suppose that he made a fair copy
of any portions of the text for the sake of typo-
graphical uniformity. . The specimen from the
Nunnery scene, just dealt with, shows us that in
such cases he simply wrote his additions in the
margin. It is a fa£t which makes it sometimes
difficult to decide between the claims of piratical
and Shakespearian revision. But we cannot here
embark upon a consideration of this difficult prob-
lem, upon which however a great deal hangs.
IV. DATE AND COMPANY.
THE original manuscript from which the transcript
was made appears to have embodied at least three
strata of dramatic composition. The latest material
is that which corresponds most closely with the
1601 'Hamle t ' ; the oldest, those scenes in what
we have called * ur-Hamlet' verse, which are
either very different, or entirely absent, from the
final version. Between these two extremes we
have a number of other scenes, mostly in prose,
which have received considerable though less drastic
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alteration. To put the matter in another way,
x
 Hamlet' was probably first written by a dramatist
rejoicing in the 'ur-Hamlet' style; his manuscript
was later worked over by one or more other drama-
tists, possibly for a company which liked its prose
in verse-lining; and lastly, Shakespeare, who may or
may not have been concerned with the second stage,
began a revision on his own account, a revision
which, when the transcript came to be made, had
not extended much beyond the Ghost-scenes. The
partial, not to say interrupted, character of this
revision makes it probable that its date and that of
the transcript are very close to each other. On
the other hand it is difficult to imagine that had
Shakespeare been actually at work upon his manu-
script "he would have allowed it without protest to
be transcribed in that condition and hawked round
the provinces. If, therefore, we wish to date the
transcript, the most suitable year would be one in
which Shakespeare re known to have been.absent
from his company, and the company itself com-
pelled to go on touT owing to the closing of the
theatres.
There is external evidence for the existence of
ah early 'Hamlet ' play. "Nash refers to it in his
preface to Greene's 'Menaphon' (1589), and
Henslowe's Diary testifies to a 'Hamlet ' per-
formance on June 9th, 1594, by the Admiral's and
"Chamberlain's men at Newington Butts. It is, of
course, possible that there were two dramas on the
Hamlet theme. But it is more economical to
posit a single play, a thesis which finds support m
the connexion between Shakespeare's company and
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the 1594 ' Hamlet,' and in the fact that while
Nashe attacked a ' Hamlet' dramatist, unnamed, in
1589, his friend Greene was openly hurling his
invectives against Shakespeare in 1592. I sug-
gested in my former article that the verse of the
Ghost-scenes may have been written about ten
years before the 1601 'Hamlet ' appeared at the
Globe. Now, if the drama to which Nashe refers
in 1589 was taken from the parent manuscript, at
the second stage of its development, and if the 1594
performance was taken from the same manuscript,
at a later stage, these two dates would give us an
upward and downward limit for Shakespeare's par-
tial revision, and consequently for the transcript.
But let us turn to the internal evidence.
It is well known that Q 1 contains an attack
upon a clown, which is omitted in the authorita-
tive text. It has riot, however, been recognised
that all three English texts give us a passage which
seems to be directed against a particular company
of players. As I have shown elsewhere the Play-
scene possesses a comic underplot, in which the
Gonzago-troupe, and in particular the First Player,
are held up to ridicule as clumsy and flashy per-
formers.1 The climax of this comic underplot is
reached in the phrase'The croaking raven doth
bellow for revenge,' which Hamlet shouts at the
First Player as the latter makes his 'damnable
faces.' Now, as Richard Simpson discovered, these
words form a telescoped edition of two ranting
lines from ' The True Tragedy of Richard III, ' a
1
 The Play-scene in • Hamlet' restored. (July, August, Sep-
tember, November, 1918, 'The Athen«eum.')
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play belonging to the Queen's men and published in
1594. Is it possible to avoid the conclusion that it
is the Queen's company which is satirised in the
Play-scene? Such a conclusion would certainly
fit in very strikingly with the attacks of Nashe
and Greene, the latter of whom was, of course,
a writer for the Queen's company. The 'True
Tragedy' was probably an old play at the time of
its publication, and the fortunes of the Queen's
men began to go rapidly downhill from 1591
onwards. The jibe in ' Hamlet,' therefore, had
lost all its topical point long before' the beginning
of the seventeenth century, though its mouth-filling
quality and its subtle connexion with the whole
theme of the Hamlet story fully justified its reten-
tion. Yet the remark must have been inserted
into Hamlet's mouth before 1594, and there is
something like an overwhelming probability that
it was penned before Christmas 1591, the last
occasion on which the Queen's men appeared at
Court, after which no new plays are at all likely
to have been written for that company. The
' croaking raven' passage, therefore, would seem
to date parts of the Q 1 text as at latest 1591. This
is startling enough; but, unless I am very much
mistaken, the Clown passage pushes the text even
further back still. The leading clown of the
Queen's company was the renowned Tarlton,
whose features many editors have recognised in
the skull of Yorick. Q 1 mentions a ' cinquepace
of jests' as belonging to the Clown whom Hamlet
dislikes, jests of a particularly vapid charadrer. It
is a remarkable faft, hitherto unnoticed I believe,
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that two of these five jests—•my coat wants a
cullison' and * your beer is sour'—are to be found,
slightly varied, in 'Tarltons Jests,' published in
1611.1 It may perhaps be argued that the Q i
attack was directed against one of Tarlton's suc-
cessors who imitated the master-clown and spoilt
his jokes in so doing. But if the 1611 publication
represents in truth the fine flower of Tarlton's wit,
readers of that volume will agree with me that no
imitator could well be feebler than the model.
Moreover, seeing that the other circumstances
noted above all point to an attack upon Tarlton's
company, it is only natural to suppose that he is the
Clown pilloried in the 'cinquepace of jests' passage.
But Tarlton died in September, 1588, after which
a sneer at him would be, to say the least of it, old-
fashioned. We are forced to conclude, therefore,
that this portion of the Q 1 text goes back to some
period before that date. And, if so, the ' croaking
raven' passage belongs to the same period, since it
is clearly part of the same dramatic lampoon. A
' Hamlet' in the late eighties' caricaturing the
Queen's company would give much point to Nashe's
unkind references to a 'Hamlet' dramatist in 1589.
Whether Shakespeare was the dramatist in ques-
tion is a matter which must be reserved for later
consideration. Here it is sufficient to note that
the two passages concerned were almost certainly
not written at the time of the partial revision which
gave us the Ghost-scenes of Q 1. They occur in
1
 Shakespeare Society's edition, 1844: 'How Tarlton plaid the
drunkard before the Queen' (p. 5), and ' Tarlton's jest of a red
# face' (p. 12). The 1611 edition was apparently not the.first.
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the middle of the play, which there is evidence
that Shakespeare had not revised before the tran-
script was made, and they form pieces of prose
dialogue printed in blank-verse lengths, which,
whatever be the meaning of this phenomenon,
suggests an early date. In a word, I assign them
to the second 'Hamlet ' stratum, preceding the
partial revision.
The natural date for a Shakespearian revision of a
manuscript belonging to the late eighties is the early
nineties, and I think that we shall not go far wrong
if we attach it to the years 1591-2. As already
remarked, the incomplete nature of the revision
suggests that Shakespeare was temporarily absent
from his company at the time when the transcript
was made. Now we can be practically certain that
Shakespeare was not with his company during most
of 1593-4. The plague in 1593 was very bad, and
the London theatres were closed at the beginning
of'February, after which the Strange men went into
the provinces without Shakespeare, as we know
from an extant list of the players which does not
contain his name. Probably he was, as an actor,
absent also in part or all of 1592, since his name
does not occur among the actors in the ' Seven
Deadly Sins' performed in March of that year, the
plot of which is preserved at Dulwich. Never-
theless he was writing for his company at this time,
since the Talbot scenes in * I. Henry V I ' were
being performed in February, 1592. On the other
hand, we find him mentioned in connexion with
Christmas a&ing at Court by the Chamberlain men
in 1594. It would appear from all this that
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Shakespeare was only loosely connected with his
company during 1592, did not travel with them
in 1593, and only rejoined them towards the end
of 1594—during which period he was, as we
know, engaged on the production of ' Venus and
Adonis' and ' The Rape of Lucrece.' Such a break
in his dramatic career would fit in admirably with
the business of the interrupted revision and the
transcript; the closing of the London play-houses
for an indefinite period put a sudden stop to his
work upon * Hamlet,' the necessity for a lengthy
tour in the provinces was the occasion of the
transcription of the manuscript.
; This is hypothesis, of course; but it can at least
daim to be scientific. The theories of science
take on the certainty of facts when they serve to
explain not merely a single group of phenomena,
but all groups of the same species. Now 'Hamlet '
Q, 1 belongs to a species, the species which Mr.
A. W. Pollard has labelled as the Bad Quartos.
These Bad Quartos include the first editions of
'Hamlet ' (1603),'Merry Wives' (1602),' Henry V
(1600), and' Romeo and Juliet' (1597). We saw on
p.234 that the prose-lining peculiarity suggested a
common origin for three of these. I hope shortly
to be able to show in another place that all four texts
possess characteristics so strikingly similar that only
a common history can explain them. One of these
is the evidence pointing to incomplete Shake-
spearian revision of an old text. Another is fur-
nished by clues which suggest the period 1591-2
for this revision. The date 1591, for example, is
tamped upon ' Romeo and Juliet' Q i by the
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famous earthquake reference. Equally famous is
the * cosen-garmombles' reference, not found in the
F 1 text, which connects * Merry Wives' Q r with
the visit of Count Mumplegart to the English
Court in the summer of 1592; and it was this
early * Wives,' as Mr. Fleay has conjectured, which
was probably acted by Shakespeare's company at
the Rose on January 5th, 1^93, under the title of
'The Jealous Comedy.'1 Lastly, there is at least
the possibility of an early * Henry V ' play being
put on the stage in connection with the English
expeditionary force which was fighting for Navarre
in France during the years 1591-2, more especially
as the character of Fluellen bears a remarkable
resemblance to Sir Roger Williams, one of its
commanders.* In a word I believe that Shakespeare
was working at all four plays when the plague
interrupted him at the beginning of 1593, and that
shortened transcripts were taken of his manuscripts
for the Strange men's tour of that year.
Once we have established the existence of a
shortened transcript behind one of the pirated texts,
it is natural to suppose that the others were in a
like case, while, in view of the date correspondences
just noted, it is easiest to imagine that all the tran-
scripts were made at the same time. The 1593
tour was an extensive one, including Visits to
Chelmsford, Bristol, Bath, Shrewsbury, and pro-
bably Chester, York and a number of other places.
It began early in the spring of 1593, and appears
1
 'Life of Shakespeare,' p. 112.
1
 See my * Martin Marprelate and Shakespeare's Fluellen,' pp.
34-9. (Alex. Moring.)
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to have lasted into the late autumn, if not into the
following year. The theatres in London were
closed, and there was little hope of them being re-
opened in the immediate future. In the whole
history of Shakespeare's company no provincial
tour is to be compared with this for duration and
for the number of towns visited. Its exceptional
character was indeed symbolised by the grant of a
special licence from the Privy Council, dated May
6th, 1593, authorising the company to play in
any town in the kingdom outside London.1 The
preparations for such a tour would be considerable,
and the principal requisite would of course be afting-
copy. The original manuscripts could hardly
have been taken. They formed the company's
chief capital, and the risk of loss or damage would
have been too .great. Moreover, their length made
them unsuitable for the provincial stage. Under
these circumstances the obvious thing to do was
to have shortened copies prepared of a number or
selected plays, one of which we cannot doubt was
the partially revised ' Hamlet.'
The Privy Council'licence gives us the names
of the players engaged upon this expedition. They
were Edward Alleyn, William Kemp, Thomas
Pope, John Heminges, Augustine Phillipps* and
George Bryan, while Richard Cowley probably
joined them shortly after the tour had commenced.
Of these Alleyn was a Lord Admiral's 1^1 an, who
doubtless played the chief tragic parts, and may, I
think, have been useful in regard to the preparation
of the transcripts. The rest were Strange men,
Tucker Murray 'English Dramatic Companies,' i, 87-8.
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and their names are important in reference to the
question of piracy. Voltemar was an aclor who
played in the 1601 'Hamlet.' The other Bad
Quartos were also pirated. Is it likely that more
than one of Shakespeare's company was involved
m these shady proceedings ? The transcripts would
be of no use for the London play-house after the
tour was over. Wtfat happened to them? We
find one being used for a pirated edition in 1597,
and the others re-appearing in the same fashion in
1600, 1602, and 1603. Is it not possible, nay
probable, that the pirate was the same in all cases,
and that he was one of the Strange men who went
on the 1593 tour and managed to retain possession
of the transcripts after his return ?
This brings us to the end of* the first stage of
our enquiry into the history of the ' Hamlet' text.
The method pursued hitherto has been predomin-
antly bibliographical; in the next stage it will
have to be predominantly literary. The failure of
previous critics to solve the problem of the First
Quarto is due to their neglect of bibliographical
considerations, which form the only secure and
scientific basis for textual investigation. I am
confident that the foundations here laid down will
in the main stand the test of criticism. In a
matter so complex, however, involving questions of
Shakespearian biography and of Elizabethan stage-
management, certain details of the argument will
almost inevitably have to be modified in the light
of the knowledge of other workers in the yet
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unharvested fields of Shakespearian study. In
particular I would mention the puzzling problem
of prose printed in blank-verse lengths, a key which
I am convinced will open many doors, though its
full significance still eludes me. Before proceeding
therefore to the literary problems of the ' Hamlet'
manuscript, I propose to make a pause, during
which I invite help and criticism from other
students. With their assistance it will be possible,
I hope, to make the foundations so sound that the
superstructure will stand the test of time. And,
if so, we shall be" in sight of a permanent solution
of the greatest of all Shakespearian textual prob-
lems—the origin and history of the world's subtlest
and most profound dramatic masterpiece.
J. DOVER WILSON.
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